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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 29, 30, 32, 33, 35, 37-46 and 48-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by US Patent No. 6,081,029 to Yamaguchi. 

Regarding claim 29, Yamaguchi (figure 1) teaches a semiconductor package, comprising: 
a leadframe (12, 13) having: 

a homogeneous die pad (13) defining opposed upper and lower surfaces; and 

a plurality of homogeneous leads (12) disposed at least partially about the die pad (13) in 
spaced relation thereto, each of the lead (12) defining opposed upper and lower surfaces; 

a die (15) attached to the upper surface of the die pad (13) and bonding wires (16) 
connected between the portions of the leads (12) and die (15) for electrical communication; and 

a molding compound (17) at least partially encapsulating the die (15) and the leads (12) 
such that portions of the leads (12) which define the lower surfaces thereof protrude from a 
lower surface of the molding compound (17); and 
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wherein the leadframe (12, 13) is electrically isolates the leads (12) and the die pad (13) 
from each other, and exposes the lower surface of the molding compound (17). 

It is inherent that the leads (12) include the bonding pads because leads are conventionally 
connected through bonding pads to the structures it interconnects between the wires and the 
external circuit. 

The claimed limitation "the leadframe is subjected to a metal removal process" in claim 
29 is taken to be product by process limitations, which does not carry weight in claim drawn to 
structure. A product by process claim directed to the product per se, no matter how actually 
made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See In re Fessman, 180 USPQ 324, 326 
(CCPA 1974); In re Marosi et al. 5 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983); and particularly In re 
Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985), all of which make it clear that it is the 
patentability of the final structure of the product "gleaned" from the process steps, which must be 
determined in a "product by process" claim, and no the patentability of the process. See also 
MPEP 2113. Moreover, an old and obvious product produced by a new method is not a 
patentable product, whether claimed in "product by process" claims or not. 

Regarding claim 30, Yamaguchi teaches the die (15) is attached to the upper surface of 
the die pad (13) through the use of an adhesive material (column 10, lines 16-17). 

Regarding claim 32, Yamaguchi teaches the die (15) is electrically connected to the 
portions of the leads (12) via bonding wires (16), which are encapsulated by the molding 
compound (17). 

Regarding claim 33, Yamaguchi teaches the molding compound (17) comprises mold 
resin (column 10, line 22). 
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Regarding claim 35, Yamaguchi teaches the lower surface of the molding compound (17) 
extends along a first plane; the lower surfaces of the leads (12) extend along a common second 
plane; and the first and second planes extend in spaced, generally parallel relation to each other. 

Regarding claim 37, Yamaguchi teaches the lower surface of the die pad (13) extends 
along the second plane. 

Regarding claim 38, Yamaguchi teaches the upper surface of the die pad (13) is generally 
planar; and the upper surfaces of the leads (12) are generally planar and extend in generally co- 
planar relation to the upper surface of the die pad (13). 

Regarding claim 39, Yamaguchi applies to this claim as discussed regarding claim 29 

above. 

Regarding claim 40, Yamaguchi teaches the leadframe (12) comprises a homogeneous die 
pad (13) defining opposed upper and lower surfaces, the die (15) being attached to the upper 
surface of the die pad (13). 

Regarding claim 41, Yamaguchi teaches the die (15) is attached to the upper surface of 
the die pad (13) through the use of an adhesive material (column 10, lines 16-17). 

Regarding claim 42, Yamaguchi teaches the lower surface of the molding compound (17) 
extends along a first plane; the lower surfaces of the leads (12) extend along a common second 
plane; the lower surface of the die pad (13) extends along the second plane; and the first and 
second planes extend in spaced, generally parallel relation to each other. 

Regarding claim 43, Yamaguchi teaches the die (15) is electrically connected to the 
portions of the leads (12) via bonding wires (16), which are encapsulated by the molding 
compound (17). 
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Regarding claim 44, Yamaguchi (figure 1) teaches a semiconductor package, comprising: 
a leadframe (12, 13) having: 

a homogeneous die pad (13) defining opposed upper and lower surfaces; and 

at least one homogeneous lead (12) disposed in spaced relation to the die pad (13) and 
defining opposed upper and lower surfaces; 

a die (15) attached to the upper surface of the die pad (13) and bonding wires (16) 
connected between the portion of the lead (12) and die (15) for electrical communication. 

a molding compound (17) at least partially encapsulating the die (15) and the lead (12) 
such that portions of the at least one leads (left [12], right [12]) and the portion of the die pad 
(13) which define the lower surfaces thereof protrude from a lower surface of the molding 
compound (17); and 

wherein the leadframe (12, 13) is electrically isolates the leads (12) and the die pad (13) 
from each other, and exposes the lower surface of the molding compound (17). 

It is inherent that the leads (12) include the bonding pads because leads are conventionally 
connected through bonding pads to the structures it interconnects between the wires and the 
external circuit. 

The claimed limitation "the leadframe is subjected to a metal removal process" in claim 
44 is taken to be product by process limitations, which does not carry weight in claim drawn to 
structure. A product by process claim directed to the product per se, no matter how actually 
made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See In re Fessman, 180 USPQ 324, 326 
(CCPA 1974); In re Marosi et al., 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983); and particularly In re 
Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985), all of which make it clear that it is the 
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patentability of the final structure of the product "gleaned" from the process steps, which must be 
determined in a "product by process" claim, and no the patentability of the process. See also 
MPEP 2113. Moreover, an old and obvious product produced by a new method is not a 
patentable product, whether claimed in "product by process 55 claims or not. 

Regarding claim 45, Yamaguchi teaches the die (15) is electrically connected to the lead 
(12) via bonding wires (16), which are encapsulated by the molding compound (17). 

Regarding claim 46, Yamaguchi teaches the lower surface of the molding compound (17) 
extends along a first plane; the lower surface of the lead (12) extends along a second plane; and 
the first and second planes extend in spaced, generally parallel relation to each other. 

Regarding claim 48, Yamaguchi teaches the lower surface of the die pad (13) extends 
along the second plane. 

Regarding claims 49, 50 and 51, the claimed limitations "the metal removal process is 
accomplished by chemically etching the leadframe 5 ' in claims 49-5 1 are taken to be product by 
process limitations, which does not carry weight in claim drawn to structure. A product by 
process claim directed to the product per se, no matter how actually made, In re Hirao, 190 
USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See In re Fessman, 180 USPQ 324, 326 (CCPA 1974); In re Marosi 
et al., 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983); and particularly In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966 
(Fed. Cir. 1985), all' of which make it clear that it is the patentability of the final structure of the 
product "gleaned" from the process steps, which must be determined in a "product by process 55 
claim, and no the patentability of the process. See also MPEP 2113. Moreover, an old and 
obvious product produced by a new method is not a patentable product, whether claimed in 
"product by process" claims or not. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 3 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent No. 
6,081,029 to Yamaguchi in view of US Patent No. 6,420,779 to Sharma et al. 

Regarding claim 31, Yamaguchi differs from the claimed invention by not showing the 
adhesive material includes epoxy. However, Sharma et al. teach the adhesive material (160) 
includes epoxy (column 3, lines 48-49). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Sharma 
et al. into the device taught by Yamaguchi because it provides an adhesion between the chip and 
the chip pad. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 05/14/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

It is argued, in page 7 of the remarks, that Yamaguchi does not teach or suggest the 
leadframe is electrically isolates the bonding pads and the die pad from each other, and exposes 
the lower surface of the molding compound. This argument is not convincing because 
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Yamaguchi (figure 1) teaches the leadframe (12, 13) is electrically isolates the leads (12) and the 
die pad (13) from each other, and exposes the lower surface of the molding compound (17). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Quang D Vu whose telephone number is 571-272-1667. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Lee can be reached on 571-272-1732. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

qv 

September 14, 2004 



OONQHEEKANG 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 


